It was foreign to their experience because, quite simply, Russia's huge land mass dwarfed its sparse population. For a Russian to see an inexorably increasing population inevitably straining potential supplies of food and space required quite a leap of imagination.
Malthus himself was incapable of it. When visiting Russia in 1799 he remarked upon its "deficiency of population," marveled at its great agricultural potential, and applauded the state's attempts to spur population growth. The main obstacle to such efforts, he concluded, was Russia's feudal social system, which demonstrated that poor governance could lead to suffering and want even amidst great natural bounty.5 These observations hardly recall the Malthus that British intellectuals debated so vigorously, and that Darwin and Alfred Russel Wallace read to such great advantage.
Malthus's argument was distant from Russian reality, and his Essay was not even reviewed in a Russian journal until 1818, twenty years after its publication, and was not translated for another half century, by which time Darwin had drawn attention to it.6 Malthus did have one disciple among Russian economists, A. I. Butovskii, who lauded him in the 1840s as "the Galileo of political economy." But even Butovskii conceded that the Malthusian law was of course inapplicable to "our broad and expansive Russia."7
As a description of Russian reality, then, Malthus's Essay offered little of interest. As a political document, however, beginning in the 1840s, it was sharply criticized. Western Europe was a yardstick by which Russian intellectuals measured their own aspirations, and they discussed Malthus while evaluating British life and thought. Radicals agreed with conservatives that Malthus's law was but an arithmetical illusion reflective of an inhumane and soulless individualism.8 Radicals, who hoped to build a socialist society, saw Malthusianism as a reactionary current in bourgeois political economy. Conservatives, who hoped to preserve the communal virtues of tsarist Russia, saw it as an expression of the "British national type."
In the mid 1840s, for example, the socialist V. A. Miliutin criticized Malthus as "an economist of the privileged classes," while the monarchist Prince V. 8 The point here is not to explore the nuances of individuals' political views but to display the great political diversity of those who rejected Malthusian principles. I use "conservative" to encompass monarchists, Pan-Slavists, and others who sought to preserve the tsarist socioeconomic system essentially intact; and "radical" to include nihilists, anarchists, left populists, Marxists, and others who sought its overthrow and replacement with a socialist system. "Liberals" held a wide range of centrist views, ranging fiom constitutional monarchism to evolutionary socialism. They did not advocate laissez-faire economic policies, for which there was no significant constituency in Russia. century was destined to create a man who focused in himself all the crimes, all the fallacies of his epoch, and squeezed strict and mathematically formulated laws of society out of them."9
This critical reaction intensified in the late 1850s and 1860s, a period of great social reform and vigorous debate about Russia's future. In his "Essay on the History of Labor" (1862) the radical theorist D. I. Pisarev derided the "Malthusian attitude toward nature," with its comparison of the earth and its productive forces to a "chest full of money." The radical columnist N. V. Sokolov added that "for both the Jesuits and the Malthusian school of economists the end justifies the means; the Jesuits lie and deceive in the name of the Catholic Church, and the economists do so in the name of capital." Some conservative intellectuals argued that Malthus's law was applicable to capitalist societies and that Russia's feudal institutions should be maintained as an obstacle to them; and some liberals feared that overpopulation might eventually become a problem in the absence of industrial growth. Even these few thinkers, however, denied the inexorability of Malthus's law and forcefully disassociated themselves from Malthusian fatalism and social prescriptions.'0 A. I. Herzen summarized a broad consensus when he contrasted Malthus's values with those of the cherished peasant commune. The commune, he wrote, embodied an economic principle that was "the perfect antithesis of Malthus's celebrated proposition: it allows everyone without exception to take his place at the table.""II By tying his concept of the struggle for existence to Malthus, then, Darwin almost assured the skepticism of his Russian audience.
DARWIN AS MALTHUSIAN
Darwin's theory was first communicated to the Russians in 1860, and the first Russian translation of the Origin appeared in 1864. It sold out quickly, and other editions soon followed. Darwin's other works were rapidly translated and widely reviewed. For the great majority of Russian intellectuals he became a highly prestigious figure-the embodiment of modern natural science, the author of a powerful argument for evolutionism, and the discoverer of an important factor in evolution, natural selection. No less universal, however, was the perception that Darwin's Malthusianism constituted an important weakness in his theory.'2 Consider a few illustrations. Such examples could be multiplied almost without end, but one more will suffice. In 1868 P. A. Bibikov, an unsuccessful liberal journalist, published the first Russian edition of Malthus's Essay. In his introductory essay he observed that although Malthus was a discredited reactionary, his law of population contained a kernel of truth. This could be discerned if one closely examined the work of "its most powerful defender and sharpest investigator"-Charles Darwin.18 Departing from Darwin's description of the struggle for existence, Bibikov discussed its metaphorical character and examined the fluid relationship and relative importance of its different aspects.
More important than Bibikov's conclusions is the fact that this widely reviewed volume stimulated discussions of Malthus while Russians were also evaluating Darwin, and that it both reflected and reinforced the perception that to think through Darwin's theory one must analyze carefully its disturbing and fallacious Malthusian aspects.
Russian scientists often did just that. to understand and explain it and to analyze the relationship and relative weight of its different components. They were especially careful to make three sets of distinctions: between indirect competition and direct struggle (after all, it was often noted, humans do not "compete" with tapeworms; they "struggle" against them); between intraspecific and interspecific relations; and between an organism's relations with other life forms and those with the physical environment.
Naturalists were enjoined to keep such distinctions constantly in mind when investigating the struggle for existence in nature. Only in this manner, as one botanist put it, could science go beyond "mere words" and understand the physical processes at work in the distribution and evolution of organisms.20
Experimentalists took up this same task. In 1869, for example, the Kazan Society of Naturalists approved N. This view was often voiced in the 1860s and 1870s by both scientists and lay intellectuals as an obvious objection to Darwin's theory.30 It was first systematized by K. F. Kessler, the politically moderate ichthyologist who was rector of St. Petersburg University and chair of its Department of Zoology.
Speaking before the St. Petersburg Society of Naturalists in 1879, Kessler observed that "the cruel, so-called law of the struggle for existence" was often invoked by Darwinists to resolve social and moral issues. Yet Darwin himself had described several different aspects of this struggle, and it remained for naturalists to explore their relative significance and interaction. Kessler agreed that overpopulation sometimes generated intraspecific competition, and that conflict within a species "is often the cruelest, most merciless of all." But Darwin, and especially "Darwinists," had exaggerated its place in nature.31
The need to find food, Kessler explained, stimulated struggle among organisms. But the need to defend themselves and reproduce led to cooperation. While studying the geographical distribution of fish Kessler had observed that spawning 30 E.g., the radical embryologist N. D. Nozhin observed that Darwin's theory "is true only in the sense that Malthus's theory is also true." Bourgeois ideology had blinded both to the fact that intraspecific competition was not a normal, healthy, physiological process resulting in progress, but merely an abnormal "source of pathological phenomena": Nozhin, "Nasha nauka" (cit. n. 14). Mutual aid contributed to evolution in two ways. First, it increased the resources and life span of a species, and so the likelihood that the direct action of the environment would create new forms; and second, it increased the chances that these forms would prosper.
The political significance of this view was clear to Kessler and much appreciated by the zoologists in attendance: "I do not reject the struggle for existence," he explained, "but only affirm that the progressive development both of the entire animal kingdom and, especially, of mankind is not facilitated by mutual struggle so much as mutual aid."34
Kessler's "law of mutual aid" was greeted enthusiastically and widely cited. Here Kropotkin was recalling the origins of his own belief in mutual aid, which, despite its seemingly direct relationship to his anarchist philosophy, actually had a more complex and interesting history. At age nineteen, as a young, liberal nobleman unsure of his future plans, Kropotkin had attached himself to a series of military and commercial expeditions through Siberia. He traversed over fifty thousand miles in the years 1862-1867, playing the same role of "gentlemanobserver" as had Darwin on the Beagle years earlier. Already an evolutionist, Kropotkin read the Origin en route, measured Darwin's theory against the wilderness around him, and corresponded about it with his brother. These letters support his later recollection that he and the young zoologist I. S. Poliakov "6vainly looked for the keen competition between animals of the same species which the reading of Darwin's work had prepared us to expect" but were struck instead by the many "adaptations for struggling, very often in common, against the adverse circumstances of climate, or against various enemies."37 Only years afterward, by which time he was an accomplished and celebrated member of St. Petersburg's scientific community, did Kropotkin become a revolutionary anarchist.
Kropotkin course, in its wide Darwinian sense-not as a struggle for the sheer means of existence, but as a struggle against all natural conditions unfavourable to the species. The animal species, in which individual struggle has been reduced to its narrowest limits, and the practice of mutual aid has attained the greatest development, are invariably the most numerous, the most prosperous, and the most open to further progress.
Because mutual aid resulted from demanding physical circumstances, it was rare among domesticated animals. For example, marmots were forced to cooperate in their natural habitat, where they lived in "peace and harmony"; captivity, on the other hand, brought out their fighting instincts. Weasels had been highly sociable until human settlements destroyed their food supplies, forcing them to scatter in order to avoid intraspecific competition.39
Kropotkin recognized that mutual aid alone could not substitute for intraspecific competition as an explanation for the evolution of physical traits. In the first two decades of the twentieth century he wrote many articles on the evolutionary role of the direct action of the environment and the inheritance of acquired char- Was this response unique? In one sense it was not. At the turn of the century the German biologist Ludwig Plate developed an extensive classification of the struggle for existence, and similar individual cases can be found in other countries.43 Furthermore, the Russian response followed not from a mysterious "Russian soul" but from the confluence of two specific conditions, one physicogeographical, the other socioeconomic. Variants of these conditions must have influenced discourse in other countries as well.
Yet they seem to have combined with particular intensity and effect in Russia. Their influence framed the terms in which Russian naturalists, as a population, discussed and developed Darwin's theory. The extent to which this was true elsewhere can only be determined by comparative studies of reactions to the hypothesized struggle for existence by other populations. In the absence of such studies, let me suggest some tentative comparisons with England. 44 It has often been observed that the two Englishmen who simultaneously developed the selection theory shared two experiences: a voyage to the tropical rain forests of the equator and a sympathetic reading of Malthus's Essay. Most Russian evolutionists shared two experiences that were roughly opposite to these: travels upon a vast continental plain (with sharply contrasting and swiftly changing environmental conditions) and an aversion to Malthus.
The naturalists of each country had knowledge of a variety of natural settings. Russians, however, tended to perceive the great continental expanse upon which they lived, and which they were encouraged to study as the tsarist empire ex- No doubt some British naturalists had a problem with the struggle for existence, just as some Russians did not share the difficulties of their countrymen.48 But such variations found highly propitious conditions in Russia, shifting evolutionary thought in a discernible direction. In England the ground for them was relatively barren-or, more appropriately, they were lost amid more adaptive responses.
The "selection pressures" in Russia are evident even in the work of the most outstanding exception to the rule there. The plant physiologist K. A. Timiriazev, a proponent of Darwinian orthodoxy and a prolific popularizer, labored mightily to convince his compatriots that Darwin's approach to the struggle for existence was separable from Malthus's reactionary views. He reminded Russians that the law of population underlying Darwin's concept had first been discovered by the popular Benjamin Franklin, not the despised Malthus. He insisted that, although invoked by reactionaries to justify "soulless inertia" in social life, this law remained a "mechanistic cause of progress" in the natural world.49 He emphasized that neither Darwin "nor any consistent Darwinist" had ever extended the concept of the "struggle for existence" to "the cultured human of today."50 Such arguments, he finally concluded, were futile. Beginning in the early 1890s he dropped Darwin's metaphor from his explanations of the selection theory. He later explained that "I have systematically avoided the unhappy expression 'struggle for existence,' which the enemies of Darwinism exploit so unceremoniously. "51 One can imagine Timiriazev's delight upon encountering Wallace's article "Mr. Darwin's Metaphors Liable to Misconception" (1868), and his disappointment upon reading it. For Wallace addressed the metaphor most troubling for British naturalists. He mentioned the "struggle for existence" only as a selfevident truth, apprehension of which enabled one to grasp the meaning of the problematic "natural selection." Wallace and Hooker had earlier advised Darwin to drop the latter expression altogether, eliciting the response that "every one knows what is meant and is implied by such metaphorical expressions." But, as Darwin himself surely knew, this was wishful thinking. The fate of his theory in Russia illustrates the effect that culturally specific metaphors can have on the reception and elaboration of scientific ideas. 52 
